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This Appeal Brief is submitted in response to the final rejections of the claims mailed 
December 15, 2003. A Notice of Appeal was filed on February 23, 2004, 



REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 
The assignee of the entire right, title, and interest in the patent application is Hewlett- 
Packard Development Company. 
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RELATED AP PEALS ANI3 INTERFERETSTCFJig 
There are currently no related appeals of other United States patent applications known to 
Appellants, Appellants' legal representative, or the assignee that will directly affect, or be directly 
affected by. or have a bearing on, the Board's decision. There are currently no related 
interferences known to Appellants, Appellants' legal representative, or the assienee which will 
direcdy affect, or be directly affected by, or have a bearing on, the Board's decision. 

STATUS OF CLAIMS 
Claims 1-27 are pending in the application. In the Office Action mailed December 15, 
2003, claims 1-27 were finally rejected under 35 U.S.C §102 (c) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent No. 6,380,957 to Banning ("the '957 patent). 



STATUS OF AMENPIVIENTS 

No amendments have been filed subsequent to the final rejection. 

SUMMARY OF INVENTimST 

TTie invention is summarized below based on the independent claims 1 and 20 with 
refference numerals and reference to the specification and drawings- 

A system 100 for transfcning information in a computer network from a server 102 to a 
client computer 101, the infonnadon including a plurality of hierarchically related objects, 
wherein a viewable subset of the objects is displayed on a display device 110 connected to the 
client computer 101 in the form of a navigable tree having expandable nodes, the viewable subset 
being visible in a navigation pane 106 on the display device 1 10, the system 100 comprising: a 
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txee descriptor array (see. at least page 5, lines 14-16; page 11, line 1 through page 12, line 19) 
comprising information describing each of the objects to be displayed in the navigation pane 106; 
and a tree descriptor string (see, at least page 5, lines 10-14: page 12. line 20 through page 14, 
Table 4) compnsing information describing a hierarchical structure of cxpemdcd nodes in the 
tree; wherein the tree descriptor aiiay and the tree descriptor siring are sent from the server to the 
client computer (see, at leaat page 6, line 3 1 thixjugh page 5, Une 5; page 7, line 30 through page 
8, line 3; Fig. 3, reference 305); and wherein the tree descriptor string comprises a list of only 
those said expandable nodes which axe to be expanded and displayed on the display device (see, 
at least page 12, line 20 through page 13, line 10). 

A method for a-ansferring information in a computer network fiom a server 102 to a client 
computer 101, the information including a plurality of hierarchically related objects, wherein a 
viewable subset of the objects is displayed on a display device 110 connected to the Client 
computer 101 in the form of a navigable tree having expandable nodes, the viewable subset being 
visible in a navigation pane 106 on the display device 1 10, the method comprising the steps of: 
sending, from the client computer to ilie server, tree descriptor information describing a 
hierarchical strucmre of the nodes that are to be expanded (see, at least page 6, line 31 through 
page 5, line 5; page 7, line 30 through page 8, line 3; Fig. 3. reference 305); detennining a tree 
segment to be displayed in the navigation pane in response to the tree descriptor information 
received from the client computer (see, at least Fig. 3; page 15, line 28 through page 20, line 30); 
and sending, from the server to the client computer, a list of each of the objects in the tree 
segment to be displayed, and informadon describing each of xh& objects to be displayed (see, at 
least page 6, line 31 through page 5. line 5; page 7. line 30 ihrou^ page 8. line 3; Fig. 3, 
reference 305); wherein said tree descriptor information comprises a list of only die nodes that 
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are to be expanded (see, at least page 12, line 20 through page 13, line 10). 

ISSS2E 

Whether claims 1-27 are anticipated under 35 U.S.C. §102(c) by die '957 patent. 

GRQTJPmG OF CLAIMS 
Claims 1, 13, and 27 stand or fall as a group. 
Claims 20 and 26 stand or fall as a group. 

Claims 2 and 14 stand or fall as a group, but arc separately patentable from the remaining 

claims. 

Claims 3 and 15 stand or fall as a group, but are separately patentable from the remaining 

claims. 

Claims 4, 16, and 21 stand or fall as a group, but are separately patentable from the 
remaining claims. 

Claims 5, 17, and 22 stand or fall with claims 4, 16, and 21. 

Claims 6, 18, and 23 stand or fall as a group, but are separately patentable from the 
remaining claims. 

Claims 7, 19, and 24 stand or fall as a group, but are separately patentable from the 
remaining claims. 

Claims 8 and 25 stand or fall with claims 7 and 23, respectively. 
Claims 9, 10, 11, and 12 stand or fall with claim 1. 
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ARGUMENT 

Legal Standard 

The siandard for lack of novelty, that is, for "aniicipaiioa," under 35 U.S.C §102 is one 
of strict identity. To anticipate a claim for a patent, a single prior souicc must contain aU its 
csscntiai elements. HybrtiecK Inc. v. Monoclonal Antibodies, Inc., 231 USPQ 81, 90 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). Livaiidity for anticipation requires that all of the elements and limitations of the claims be 
found within a single prior art reference. Scripps Clinic & Research Foundation v. Genemech, 
Inc., 18USPQ2d 1001 (Fed. Cir. 1991). Every element of the claimed invaition must be literaUy 
present, arranged as in the claim. Richardson v. Suzuki Motor Co., 9 USPQ2d 1913. 1920 (Pe± 
Cir. 1989). The identical invention must be shown in as complete detail as is contained in the 
patent claim. MPEP §2131 (S"* Ed. 2003). Puntoermote, ftmctional language, preambles, and 
language in 'Svhereby," "thereby," and "adapted to" clauses cannot be disregarded. Pac-Tec, Inc. 
V. Amerace Corp., 14 USPQ2d 1871 (Fed, Qr. 1990). 

"It is by now well settled that the burden of establishing diprima facie case of aoticipadon 
resides with the Patent and Trademark Office." Ex parte Skinner, 2 USPQ2d 1788, 1788-1789 
(Bd. Pat. Lit. 1986 (holding that examiner failed to establish prima facie case of anticipation). 
The examiner has "the burden of proof ... to produce die factual basis for its rejection of an 
application under sections 102 or 103." In re PiasecJd, IAS F.2d 1468, 1472, 223 USPQ 785, 788 
(Fed. Cir. 1984 (quoting/n re Warner, 379F.2d 101 Z, 1016, 154 USPQ 173, 177 (CCPA 1967). 
Only if that burden is met, does the burden of going forward shift to the applicant. 
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Examiner's Rejection 

In the first Office Action dated September 26, 2002, ("the Action") the examiner rejected 
claims 1-27 under 35 U.S.C. 102(c) as being anticipated by the '937 patent. In the final Office 
Action dated December 15, 2003, ("the final Action") the examiner again rejected claims 1-27 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by the '957 patent. 

Claims I. 13, and 27 

The rejection of independent claims 1, 13, and 27 is improper at least because the '957 
patent fails to disclose any of die limitations recited in independent claims 1, 13, and 27. 
mdependeni claims 1 and 13 are directed to a systcsm for transferring information in a computer 
network from a server to a client computer, and independent claim 27 is directed to a method for 
transfeiiing information in a computer network from a server to a client computer. 

Each of independent claims I, 13. and 27 recites "a tree descriptor array comprising 
information describing each of rhe objects to be displayed in the navigation pane" and "a tree 
descriptor string comprising infoimadon describuig a hierarchical structure of expanded nodes in 
the tree ..." In addition, each of independent claims 1, 13, and 27 recites a limitation that the 
tree descriptor array and die tree descriptor string are sent from the server K) ihe client computer. 
The '937 patent fails to disclo.?e either a tree descriptor array or a tree descriptor string as recited 
in diese claims, or sending a crec descriptor siring from a server computer to a client computer. 

In the final Action the Examiner maintained the rejection of claims 1. 13. and 27 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by the '957 patent. To support this rejection, the Examiner 
cited colunm S, line 5 dirough column 6. line 24: column 7, line 37 through column 8, line 6, 
Figs. 4B^; and column 7, lines 14-25. In addition, the Examiner supported the rejection wiijj 
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Che fQllowing assertion; 

a represeniation of TDA and TDS and rendered in pane 1 04 as a tree view, 
displaying nodes which are to be cj^pandcd and displayed wherein TDS comprises 
a list of only those nodes whjch are to be expanded and displayed by such 
nieaiods as limiting the amount of expansion to a certain number of siblings. 

This rejection is improper. Anticipation under 35 U.S.C. §102 requireti that each and 

eivery element of the claim be set forth in the naanncr recited in the claim in a single prior art 

reference. (See. MPEP 2131), Contrary to the Examiner's assertion, nothing in the cited text 

discloses a tree descriptor array and a tree descriptor soring thar are sent from a server to a client. 

Pane 104 in Pigs. 4A-4B is a simple schematic illustration of a directory tree. The '957 patent 

provides no description whatsoever regarding data structures underlying the tree structure, much 

less a TDA or a TDS as recited in the claims, or how the tree is constructed. Further, the '957 

provides no description whatsoever of forwarding information from a server computer to a client 

computer, much less forwarding a TDA or a TDS, as recited in the claims. Accordingly, tlie *957 

patent cannot anticipate independent claims 1, 13, and 27. 
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The rejection of independent claim 20 is improper at least because the '957 patent fails to* 
disclose any of the limitations recited in independent claim 20. Independent claim 20 is directed 
to a method for aajisfeiring infonnation in a computer network from a server to a client 
computer, and recites: 

sending, from the client computer to the server, tree descriptor 
infonnation describing a hierarchical structure of the nodes that are to be 
expanded; 

detenmning a tree segment to be displayed in the navigation pane in 
response to the tree descriptor information received from the client computer; and 

sending, from the server to the client computer, a list of each of the 
objects in the tree segment to be displayed, and information describing each of the 
objects to be displayed; 

wherein said tree descriptor infonnation comprises a list of only the nodes 
that are to be expanded. 

In the final Action the Examiner maintained the rejection of claim 20 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ lQ2(e) as being anticipated by the '957 patent, referencing the same suppon and using the same 
arguments applied against claims 1, 13, and 27. 

This rejection is improper. Anticipation under 35 U.S.C. §102 requires that each and 
every element of the claim be set forth in the manner recited in the claim in a single prior an 
reference (See, MPEP 2131). As noted above, pane 104 in Figs. 4A-4B is a simple schematic 
iUustration of a directory tree. Contrary to the Examiner's assertion, nothing in the cited text 
discloses sending, from a client computer to a server, tree descriptor information describing a 
hierarchical strucmre of the nodes that are to be expanded, much less wherein the tree descriptor 
information comprises a list of only the nodes that are to be expanded. Further, the '957 patent 
provides no description whatsoever related to determining a tree segment to be displayed in the 
navigation pane in response to the tree descriptor information twei ved from the client computer, 
as recited in claim 20, or sending, from the server to the client computer, a list of each of the 
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Objects in the tree segment to bo displayed, and information describing each of the objects to be 
displayed, as recited in claim 20- Accordingly, the '957 patent cannot anticipate independent 
claim 20. 

Claims 2 and 14 

The rejection of dependent claims 2 and 14 is improper at least because the '957 patent 
faUs to disclose any of the limitations recited in dependent claims 2 and 14. Each of dependent 
claims 2 and 14 recites; 

a managed object list comprising an entry for each of a plurality of 
managed objects in the navigable tree; and 

a view list comprisins a plurality of indicia of object data iwords, each of 
wliich represents a child of one of the managed objects corresponding to an entry 
in the managed object list; 

wherein each said entry in the managed object list comprises indicia of an 
entry in the view list 

In the final Action the Examiner maintained the rejection of claims 2 and 14 under 35 

§102(e) as being anticipated by the '957 patent. To support this rejection, the Examiner 

cited Fig. 4B, and supported the rejection with the following assertion: 

NebYork 112 contains more than one managed objects with a list of 
objects specinc to a managed object such as 'Tsl", Ts3" and "Share" wherein an 
identifier for each node, parent or child is inherent for referencing purposes. 

This rejecdon is improper. Initially, the rejection fails to set forth clearly the manner in 

which the '957 patent allegedly discloses the various elements recited in claims 2 and 14. 

Further, pane 104 in Figs. 4A-4B is a simple schematic illustration of a directory tree. Contrary 

to the Examiner's assertion, nothing in Fig. 4B discloses any of the limitations recited in claims 2 

and 14, Accordingly, the '957 patent cannot anticipate independent claims 2 and 14. 
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Claims 3 and 75 

The rejection of dependent claims 3 and IS is improper at least because the '957 patent 
fails to disclose any of the limitations recited in dependent claims 3 and 15. Each of dependent 
claims 3 and 15 recites; 

a Universal Identifier fox the object to which a given said one of the object 
data records corresponds; and 

a Universal Identifier for ±e parent of the object to which a given said one 
of the object data records corresponds. 

In the fmal Action the Examiner maintained the rejecdon of clainas 3 and 15 under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 02(e) as beins anticipated by the ^957 patent. The Examiner supported this rojootions 
using the same disclosure and asserdon used to reject claims 2 and 14, 

This rejection is improper Initially, the rejection fails to set forth clearly the manner in 
which die *957 patent allegedly discloses the various elements recited in claims 3 and 15. 
Further, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, nothing in Fig. 4B discloses any of the limitations 
recited in dainis 3 and 15. 

Finally, lo the extent that the Examiner' s comments indicate that the Examiner considers 
claims 3 and 15 anticipated by inherency, Applicants assert that die record fails to provide any 
factual support for a finding of anticipation by inherency. To prove anticipation by inherency, the 
Examiner must establish that the system disclosed in die '957 patent necessarily includes the 
structure recited in claims 3 and 15. Continental Can Co. U.5.A. v. Mon^santti r^. , 948 F.2d 
1264, 1268 (Fed. Cir. 1991). There is no such showing on the record. The bald assertion that 
"an identifier for each node, parent or child, is inherent for referencing purposes*' 1$ inadequate to 
support a finding of anticipation by inherency. Accordingly, the *957 patent czmnot anticipate 
independent clzums 3 and 15. 
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Claims d, 16, and 21 

The rejection of dependent claims 4, 16, and 21 is improper at least because the *957 
patent fails to disdose any of the limitations recited in dependent claims 4, 16, and 21. Each of 
dependent claims 4, 16, and 21 recites: 

a Universal Identifier of the object; 

a first index indicating the relative position of the object in the navigable 
tree, at which a tree segment starts; and 

a second index indicating the relative trcsc position of the object from its 
managed object 

In the final Action the Exaininer maintained the rejection of claims 4, 1 6, and 21 under 35 

U»S.C. § 102(o) as being anticipated by the '957 patent To suppon this rejection, the Examiner 

cited Fig. 4B, and supported the rejection with the following asscnion: 

Rendered in pane 104 is a view of a tree with objects 1 12, 1 14 and Fsl 
being in a position relative to each other and reflecting the relationship relative to 
each other wherein die index of each object is Inherent for addressing purposes 
and wherein in an identifier for each node, parent or child, is inherent for 
referencing puxposes. 

This rejection is improper. Initially, the rejection fails to set forth clearly the manner in 
which thc/957 patent allegedly discloses the various elements recited in claims 4, 16, and 21. 
Further, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, nodi^ ng in Fig. 4B discloses any of the limitations ^ 
recited in claims 4, 16, and 21. 

Finally, to the extent that tlie Examiner's comments indicate that the Examine considers 
claims 3 and 15 anticipated by inherency. Applicants assert that the record fails to provide any 
factual support for a finding of anticipation by inherenoy. To prove anticipation by inherency, the 
Examiner must establish that the system disclosed in the ^957 patent necessarily includes the 
structure recited in claims 4, 16, and 21 . Continftntal Can Co. U.S.A. v. Monfianin 948 F.2d 
1264, 1268 (Fed. Cir. 1991). There is no such showing on die record. The bald assertion that 
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'^e mdex of each object is inherent for addressing puiposes and wherein in an identifier for each 
node, parent or child, is inherent for referencing purposes" is inadequate to support a finding of 
anticipation by inherency. Accordingly, the '957 patent cannot anticipate independent claims 4, 
16, and 21. 

Claims 6, 18. and 23 

The rejeciion of dependent claiins 6. 18, and 23 is improper at least because the *957 
patent fails to disclose the limitations recited in dependent claims 6, 18, and 23. Each of 
dependent claims 6, 18, and 23 recites that: 

the tree descriptor string further comprises a representation of the 
hierarchical strucmre of open containers in the part of the tree that is being 
displayed. 

In Che final Action the Examiner noaintained the rejection of claims 6, 1 8, and 23 under 35 
U,S.C. § 102(c) as being anticipated by the ^937 patent. To support this regection, the Examiner 
cited column 2, lines 6-24 and Figs. 4B-4C, and supported the rejection with the following 
assertion: 

A representation of TDA. rendered in pane 104, as a view of a tree, with 
indicators *+' and *-'. 

This rejection is improper. Initially, die rejection fails to set forth clearly the manner in 
which the *957 patent allegedly discloses the various elements lecited in claims 6, 13, and 23. 
Further, contrary to the Examiner^s assertion, nothing in column 2. lines 6^24 or Figs 4B-4C 
discloses the limitations recited in claims 6, 18, and 23. Accordingly, the *957 patent cannot 
' anticipate independent claims 6, 18, and 23. 
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Claims?. 19. and 24 

The rejection of dependent claims 7, 19, and 24 is improper at least because the '957 

patent fails to disc Jose the limitations recited in dependent claims 7, 19, and 24, Each of 

dependent claims 7, 19, and 24 recites that: 

the tree descriptor string further comprises indicia of the location of a 
cursor on die display device. 

In the final Action the Examiner maintained the lejection of claims 7, 19, and 24 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by the '957 patent To support this rcjccdon, die Bxariiiner 
cited colimm 4> lines 23-24. This texc reads as follows: 

The pointing device 84 may be used to move a pointer or cursor on 
display screen 30. 

Tins rejection is improper, hiitially, the rejection fails to set forth clearly Che manner in 
which the *957 patent allegedly discloses the various elements recited in claims 7, 19, and 24. 
Punher, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, nothing in column 4, lines 23-24 discloses a tree 
descriptor string diat comprises indicia of die location of a cursor on the display device, as reci ted 
in claims 7. 19. and 24. Accordingly, the '957 patent cannot anticipate independent claims 7, 19, 
and 24. 
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CONCLUSION 

The '957 patcnc fails to disclose each limitation of appellants' claims. Therefore, the '957 
patem cannot be used to establish the required /ynma-^icr case of anticipation under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(e). Appellants urge the Board to reverse the Examiner's lejcctiona under 35 U.S.C. § 102(c) 
of claims 1-27. 



Date:.Qi 



liU 



Respectfully submitted, 
Lcc I 




J. Caven 
Registration No. 40,551 
1560 Broadway. Suite 2000 
Denver, CO S0202 
(303) 539-0265 x246 
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APPENDIX A 
Clainu; 

1 . A system for transferring information in a computer network from a server to a client 
computer, the infonnadon including a plurality of hierarchically related objects, wherein a 
viewable subset of the objects is displayed on a display device connected to the client 
computer in the form of a navigable tree having expandable nodes, the viewable subset being 
visible in a navigation pane on the display device, the system camptising; 

a tree descriptor array comprising information describing each of the objects to be 
displayed in the navigation pane; and 

a tree descriptor string comprising infonnation describing a hierarchical structure of 
expanded nodes in the tree; 

wherein the tree descriptor array and the tree descriptor string are sent from the server 
to the client computer; and 

wherein the tree descriptor siring comprises a list of only those said expandable nodes 
which are CO be expanded and displayed on the display device. 

2. The system of claim 1, furdier including: 

a managed object list comprising an entry for each of a plurality of managed objects in 
the navigable tree; and 

a view list comprising a plurality of indicia of object data records, each of which 
represents a child of one of the managed objects corresponding to an entry in the managed 
object list; 

wherein each said entry in the managed object list comprises indicia of an entry in the 
view list. 
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3. The system of claim 2, wherein each one of the object data records include 
infonnation comprising: 

a Universal Identifier for the object to which a given said one of the object data 
records corresponds; and 

a Universal Identifier for the parent of the object to which a given said one of the 
object data records corresponds* 

4. The system of claim 1, wherein the tree descriptor aixay comprises information for 
each object in the subset of the objects to be displayed, including: 

a Universal Idendficr of the object; 

a first Index indicating the relative position of the object in the navigable tree, at 
which a tree segment starts; and 

a second index indicating the relative tree position of the object from its managed 

object, 

5. The system of claim 4, wherein the ffee descriptor array further comprises; 
a first string indicating whether the object is eptpandable; and 

a second string indicating whether the Object is presenfly expanded, 

6. The system of claim 1, wherein the tree descriptor string further comprises a 
representation of the hierarchical structure of open containers in the pan of the tree that is 
being displayed. 

7. The system of claim 6, wherein the tree descriptor suing further comprises indicia of 
the location of a cursor on the display device. 

8. The system of claim 7, whesrein the tree descriptor string further comprises indicia of 
the state of nodes in the displayed segment of the navigation tree including whefl^er a node 
comprising a folder is open. 

9. The system of claim 1, wherein the client computer uses information in die tree 
descriptor string to render a view that includes one expanded nod© of said expandable nodes. 
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10. The system of claim 9, wherein ihc client computer also uses informatioii in the tree 
descriptor array to render a view diat includes said nodes which are lo be expanded. 

11. The system of claim 1, wherein, in response to a user of the client computer clicking 
on one of said expandable nodes, the client computer sends information via the tree descriptor 
string to the server identifying the node to be expanded. 

12. The system of claim 1, wherein the list contained in the tree descriptor string contains 
a list of those said nodes which ore to be expanded and displayed on the display device. 

13. A system for transferring information in a computer network ftom a server to a client 
computer, the information including a plurality of hierarchically related objects, wherein a 
viewable subset of the objects is displayed on a display device connected lo the client 
computer in the form of a navigable tree having expandable nodes represented by container 
objects, die viewable subset being visible in a navigation pane on the display device, the 
system comprising: 

a tree descriptor array comprising information describing each of the objects to be 
displayed in the navigation pane; and 

a tree descriptor string comprising information describing a hierarchical structure of 
said container objects that arc open: 

wherein the tree descriptor array and the tree descriptor string arc sent from the server 
to the client computer; and 

wherein the tree descriptor string contains a list of only those said container objects 
which have been opened. 

14. The system of claim 13> further including: 

a managed object list comprising an entry for each of a plurality of managed objects in 
the navigable tree; and 

a view list comprising a plurality of indicia of object data records^ each of which 
represents a child of one of the managed objects corresponding to an entry in the managed 
object list; 

wherein each said entry in the managed object list comprises indicia of an entry in the 
view list. 
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15. The system of claim 14, wherein each one of the object data records include 
information comprising: 

a Umvcrsttl Identifier for the object to which a given said one of the object data records 
corresponds; and 

a Universal Identifier for the parent of the object to which a given said one of the 
object dau records corresponds. 

16. The system of claim 13* wherein the tree descriptor array comprises infonnanon for 
each object in the subset of the objects to be displayed, including: 

a Universal Identifier of the object; 

a first indoA indicating th« relative position of the object in the navigable tree, at 
which a tree segment scans; and 

a second index indicating the relative tree position of the object from its managed 

objecL 

17. The system of claim 16, wherein the tree descriptor array flinher comprises; 
a first string indicating whether the object is expandable; and 

a second string indicating whether the object is presently expanded- 

18. The system of claim 1 3, wherein the tree descriptor string further comprises a 
repressentation of the hierarchical structure of open containers in the part of the tree that is 
being.displayed- 

19. The system of claim 18. wherein the tree descriptor string further comprises indicia of 
the location of a cursor on the display device. 
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20. A method for transferring information in a computer network from a server 10 a cjient 
computer, £be infonnarion including a plurality of bicrarchically related objects, wherein a 
viewable subset of the objects is displayed on a display device connected to the client 
computer in the fomi of a navigable tree having expandable nodes, the viewable subset being 
visible in a navigation pane on the display device, the method comprising the Steps of: 

sending, from the client computer to the server, tree descriptor information describing 
a hierarchical structure of the nodes that are to be expanded; 

determining a tree segment to be displayed in the navigation pane in response to the 
tree descriptor information received from the client computer; and 

sending, from the server to the client computer, a list of each of the objects in the tree 
segment to be displayed, and informzition describing each of the objects to be displayed; 

wherein said tree descriptor information comprises a list of only the nodes that are to 
be expanded, 

21 . The method of claim 20, wherein said information describing each of the objects to be 
displayed comprises information including: 

a Universal Identifier of the object; 

a first index indicating the relative position of die object in die navigable tree, at 
which a tree segment starts; and 

a second index indicating the relative tree position of the object from its managed 

Object. 

22. The system of claim 21 , wherein said information describing each of the objects to be 
displayed further comprises: 

a first string indicating whether the object is expandable: and 

a second string indicating whether the object is presentiy expanded. 

23. Hie system of claim 20, wherein the tree descriptor information further comprises a 
representation of the hierarchical structure of open containers in the part of the tree that is 
being displayed. 

24. The system of claim 23, wherein the tree descriptor information further comprises 
indicia of the location of a cursor on the display device. 
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25, The system of claim 24, wherein the tree descriptor infannadon further coinpri56& 
indicia of the state of nodes in the displayed segment of the navigation tree including whether 
a node comprising a folder is open. 

26, The method of claim 20, fUnlier comprising the step of initially sending, in response 
to a user of the client computer clicking on one of said expandable nodes, information 
identifying the node to be expanded. 

27, A method for transferring information in a computer network from a server to a client 
computer, the infannadon including a plurality of hierarchically related objects, wherein a 
viewable subset of the objects is displayed on a display device connected to the client 
computer in the form of a navigable tree having expandable nodes, the viewable subset being 
visible in a navigation pane on the display device, the method comprising the steps of: 

generating a tree descriptor array comprising information describing each of the 
objects to be displayed in ihe navigation pane; 

generating a tree descriptor string comprising information describing a hierarchical 
structure of expanded nodes in the tree; and 

sending the tree descriptor array and the tree descriptor string from the server to the 
client computer; 

wherein the tree descriptor string comprises a hst of only those said nodes whicti are to be 
expanded and displayed on the display device. 
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APPENDIX B 

References Relied on By ISxaminer in his Final Response 

A copy of the following reference is attached hereto for the Board' s convenience: 

U.S, Patent No. 6,380,957, issued April 30, 2002, entitled "Method of ControUing View 
of Large Expansion Tree," 
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